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changes and greater diversity in the class-
room.

The legislature’s approach to funding K–12 
education is consistent with the JLARC 
[Joint Legislative Audit and Review Com-
mittee] and national research. The legisla-
ture has provided additional funding for 
teacher salaries, staff development, and 
smaller classes, with more funding going to 
support teachers and less for reducing the 
student-teacher ratio.

In fact, the chart accompanying this 
study shows that increasing teacher 
salaries is 4 times more cost efficient 
than reducing class size, increasing 
teacher experience is 4.5 times more 
cost efficient than reducing class size, 
and increasing teacher education is 5.5 
times more cost efficient than reducing 
class size. Given this information, it is 
clear that the President of the United 
States is putting politics ahead of aca-
demic achievement for our children. 

There is another interesting state-
ment on this subject written in April of 
this year by Andy Rotherham at the 
Progressive Policy Institute, an arm of 
the Democratic Leadership Council. He 
now, incidentally, works for the Presi-
dent. But he wrote in April:

. . . President Clinton’s $1.2 billion class-
size reduction initiative, passed in 1998, illus-
trates Washington’s obsession with means at 
the expense of results and also the triumph 
of symbolism over sound policy. The goal of 
raising student achievement is reasonable 
and essential; however, mandating localities 
do it by reducing class sizes precludes local 
decision-making and unnecessarily involves 
Washington in local affairs. 

During the debate on the Clinton class-size 
proposal, it was correctly pointed out that 
research indicates that teacher quality is a 
more important variable in student achieve-
ment than class size. In fact, this crucial 
finding was even buried in the U.S. Depart-
ment of Education’s own literature on the 
issue.

Finally, another quite liberal organi-
zation, the Education Trust, agrees 
that we cannot afford to make schools 
hire unqualified teachers. Kati 
Haycock, executive director of the 
Education Trust, said yesterday:

The last thing American children need—es-
pecially low-income children—is more under-
qualified teachers. If the White House hopes 
to ensure that the Class Size Reduction pro-
gram will boost student achievement, it 
should accept the Congressional Repub-
licans’ proposal that would allow only fully 
qualified teachers to be hired with these 
funds.

Teacher quality matters, and it matters a 
lot. Highly qualified teachers can help all 
students make significant achievement 
gains, while ineffective teachers can do great 
and lasting damage to students. The dif-
ference between an effective teacher and an 
ineffective teacher can be as much as a full 
grade level’s worth of academic achievement 
in a single year. That—for many students—
can make the difference between an assign-
ment to the ‘‘honors/college prep track’’ and 
an assignment to the remedial track. And 
that assignment can be the difference be-
tween entry into a selective college and a 
lifetime at McDonald’s. 

Yes, small classes matter, but good teach-
ing matters more. Our kids can have it all—

smaller classes and better teachers. But 
first, the adults in Washington need to put 
aside the partisan bickering and remember 
what really matters—the best interests of 
American students.

This is exactly what we are trying to 
do. It is what we are trying to do in 
this last great appropriations bill: Say-
ing yes, more teachers is a very impor-
tant priority, but school districts 
ought to be able to decide that perhaps 
teacher training is even more impor-
tant than that, or perhaps there is an-
other higher education priority in their 
schools, in their communities, in their 
States.

Tomorrow, when we debate whether 
or not to add to this bill the Teacher 
Empowerment Act, we will be doing ex-
actly the same thing, saying we in this 
body in Washington, DC, do not know 
all the answers, that there is not one 
answer for 17,000 school districts across 
the country; and we ought to trust the 
people who are spending their lives 
educating our children. 

This is a vitally important debate, 
and one that the children can only win 
if we grant flexibility to those who are 
providing them with that education.

f 

SENATOR LUGAR’S 9,000TH VOTE 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I bring to 
the attention of the Senate that today 
the senior Senator from Indiana cast 
his 9,000th vote as a Member of this 
body.

Throughout his career, Senator 
LUGAR has compiled a 98 percent voting 
attendance record. He did not miss a 
single vote during the entire 105th Con-
gress. Along with our colleagues from 
Maryland, Senator SARBANES, and 
Utah, Senator HATCH, Senator LUGAR
stands next in line to join the Senate’s 
10,000 vote club. A mark reached by 
only 21 Senators in history. 

Many of you know of Senator 
LUGAR’s passion for long-distance run-
ning. On occasion, a vote has been 
called while he was on one of his late 
afternoon runs on the Mall. Senators 
are not surprised when they encounter 
their colleague from Indiana in run-
ning shoes after double-timing back to 
the Senate Chamber for the vote. Cast-
ing 9,000 Senate votes is a fitting ac-
complishment for a long-distance run-
ner who already stands as the longest-
serving U.S. Senator in Indiana’s his-
tory.

I am honored to have the opportunity 
to work with Senator LUGAR and
pleased to recognize him on this his-
toric milestone. 

f 

THE SATELLITE HOME VIEWER 
ACT

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I rise to 
speak for a moment about another sub-
ject. I do not want to interfere with 
this important debate, but I think the 
subject I want to speak about is impor-

tant in its own right. I want to put my 
colleagues and the public on notice 
about what is happening. 

Probably we have all received more 
telephone calls and more letters on the 
so-called Satellite Home Viewer Act 
than any issue we have dealt with in 
this Congress. This is an issue that 
flows from the fact that people who 
have satellite dishes, especially people 
who live in the country, want to have 
access to their nearest television sta-
tion. It is something we all understand. 
For those of us who live in the country, 
it is something we want. 

The House of Representatives adopt-
ed a very good bill that would allow ne-
gotiations between satellites and local 
television stations with a goal of bring-
ing the local television station into 
every living room and den in America. 
This would be a great boon to people 
who have satellite dishes in rural 
areas.

That bill was adopted in the House 
422 to 1 on April 27. On May 20, the Sen-
ate unanimously adopted a similar bill. 
These bills are very strongly sup-
ported. We are all getting hundreds of 
telephone calls in support of them. 
They do what each caller wants, and 
that is make it possible for people, es-
pecially in rural areas, who have sat-
ellite dishes to get the news and the 
weather from the local station, how-
ever far away that may be. 

The problem is, for some 
unexplainable reason—at least 
unexplainable to logic—in the con-
ference, rather than adopting the 
House bill or the Senate bill or some-
thing in between, the conferees appar-
ently decided that not every problem 
in the world was solved, and therefore 
in an effort to try to solve problems 
which were not part of either bill, they 
decided to put the American taxpayer 
on the hook for a $1.25 billion loan 
guarantee.

I want to make it clear. This loan 
guarantee was not part of the Senate 
bill for which we voted unanimously. It 
was not part of the House bill that 
passed 422 to 1. It was produced out of 
whole cloth in conference when the 
basic idea was there are additional 
problems that might be dealt with, so 
as a result, we want to simply add $1.25 
billion.

When you approach the people who 
added it, you get the idea this is some-
how for small business. But when you 
read their bill, one of the loans can be 
as large as $625 million. The two obvi-
ous beneficiaries are two companies, 
one of which saw its equity value go up 
41⁄2 times the rate of the growth of the 
Dow Industrial Index over the last 12 
months; the other one saw its equity 
value go up 49 times as fast as Dow did 
in the last 12 months. 

You might wonder why these two ex-
traordinarily successful businesses 
with an explosion in their equity value, 
as measured by the value of common 
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stock, suddenly need the taxpayer to 
come forth and sign a loan guarantee 
of $1.25 billion to get to the bottom 
line. I am for the satellite bill. I voted 
for it in the Senate. I would like to see 
it passed. I think it is an important 
piece of legislation. But I am ada-
mantly opposed to Members of the 
House and the Senate simply deciding 
to put the taxpayer on the hook for 
$1.25 billion, with a provision that was 
in neither the House bill or Senate bill, 
a provision that cannot be justified by 
any logic whatsoever. 

I want to make it clear if that bill 
comes to the floor of the Senate and it 
has that loan guarantee in there obli-
gating the American taxpayer for $1.25 
billion, money that was not in the 
House bill, was not in the Senate bill, 
I intend to object to its consideration, 
and it will not become law in this mil-
lennium.

I cannot speak beyond this thousand 
years. But I can assure you that under 
the rules of the Senate, it will not be-
come law before the turn of the new 
millennium, if then. 

One of the authors of this provision, 
referring to me, said: 

I don’t think anybody would want to 
have the reputation of having cost mil-
lions of Americans the loss of their 
network signal, so I don’t anticipate 
problems on either floor. 

My response to our colleague in the 
House is: Anticipate problems on the 
floor of the Senate. And if anyone is 
endangering the ability of Americans 
to get the local television signal, it is 
not me; it is those who have added a 
$1.25 billion loan guarantee in this bill. 

I know there are going to be a lot of 
people calling my office and others. 
Here is my message: If you are for the 
satellite bill, if you want to be able to 
get your local television station, don’t 
bother calling me. Call the people who 
want to add to a conference report this 
$1.25 billion giveaway which was not 
voted on in either House of Congress, 
and say to them: Quit trying to give 
my money away and give me my local 
television signal. 

I am not going to let this bill be 
adopted this year with that $1.25 bil-
lion giveaway in it. It is not too late. 
The conferees can come to their senses 
and take this provision out. It was not 
in either bill. It should not have been 
there to begin with. We can have the 
satellite bill passed by the end of to-
morrow’s business. But if it is not 
taken out, it is not going to be adopt-
ed. I wanted to come over and make 
that clear so everybody would know ex-
actly where we are. If you want this 
bill, insist the $1.25 billion giveaway be 
taken out of it. We have the ability and 
we should make it possible for people 
in the country to get the adjacent cit-
ies’ TV stations. I am for that. I am a 
direct beneficiary of it. Many of the 
people I care about are. 

But the idea we are talking about 
giving away $1.25 billion in loan guar-

antees to some of the most well-off 
companies in America as a rider on 
this bill is the kind of outrageous legis-
lative action that has to be stopped. If 
they think because the underlying bill 
is so popular that everybody is just 
going to turn the other way and let 
this $1.25 billion giveaway occur, they 
are wrong. I do not intend to do that. 
It is not going to pass the Senate un-
less they take it out. 

I yield the floor.
f 

ORGAN DONATION REGULATORY 
RELIEF ACT 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, I 
rise today to address a potential crisis 
in our nation’s system of organ dona-
tion. Last year, the U.S. Department of 
Health and Human Services (HHS) pro-
posed regulations that would have had 
devastating effects on community-
based transplant programs by prohib-
iting states from offering organs to 
their own sickest residents before mak-
ing them available nationwide. In re-
sponse to the overwhelming concerns 
of patients and health care profes-
sionals nationwide, Congress delayed 
the implementation of the regulations 
and commissioned a study by the Insti-
tute of Medicine to examine the impact 
of the regulations on the nation’s cur-
rent system. 

The study drew several conclusions 
which demonstrate how the current 
system is effective and why the pro-
posed regulations are misguided. For 
example, the study found that the cur-
rent system of organ transplantation is 
reasonably equitable and effective for 
the sickest patients. It also found that 
the proposed regulations would in-
crease the overall cost of transplan-
tation in the U.S. Perhaps most impor-
tant, the study found that the current 
system does not discriminate because 
of race or any other factors and that 
the waiting list for an organ transplant 
are treated fairly. 

These conclusions support the long-
held concerns of the organ transplant 
community that the regulations, which 
would direct the United Network for 
Organ Sharing (UNOS) to develop a 
system which removes geography as a 
factor in organ donation, may actually 
increase waiting times in states, like 
New Jersey, with efficient systems. 

These unintended consequences will 
be felt most greatly among patients 
with disadvantaged backgrounds. In 
New Jersey, we are extremely fortu-
nate to have a system that is fair and 
efficient. New Jersey’s unique system 
of certificate of need and charity care 
ensures that the most critical patients 
get organs first regardless of insurance. 
A national organ donation system will 
force the smaller transplant centers 
that serve the uninsured and under-
insured to close as the vast majority of 
organs go to the handful of the nation’s 
largest transplant centers with the 

longest waiting lists. Without access to 
smaller programs, many patients will 
be faced with the hardship of reg-
istering with out-of-state programs 
that may turn them away due to lack 
of insurance. Those who are accepted 
will be forced to travel out of state at 
great medical risk and financial hard-
ship.

In light of these concerns, the con-
ferees of the FY 2000 Labor, Health, 
and Human Services, and Education 
bill included language extending the 
moratorium on the regulations for a 
period of three months. While this is a 
very positive step, I am concerned that 
this moratorium would not provide suf-
ficient time for Congress to consider 
this issue as part of the debate on the 
reauthorization of the National Organ 
Transplant Act. 

I am pleased to join my colleagues 
Senators SESSIONS, HUTCHINSON, WAR-
NER, MACK, SHELBY, NICKLES, INHOFE,
THURMOND, ASHCROFT, MCCONNELL,
ROBERTS, KOHL, FEINGOLD, CLELAND,
HOLLINGS, BREAUX, GRAHAM, COLLINS,
GRAMS, LAUTENBERG, ENZI,
MURSKOWSKI, GORTON, LANDRIEU, ROBB,
and LINCOLN to introduce the Organ 
Donation Regulatory Relief Act of 1999. 

This bipartisan legislation will delay 
the Secretary’s ability to issue regula-
tions regarding the nation’s organ do-
nation system until Congress considers 
the complex issues surrounding organ 
procurement and allocation as part of 
the reauthorization of the National 
Organ Transplant Act. 

For the past 15 years, the national 
organ procurement and allocation sys-
tem has existed without federal regula-
tion. During this time, each State has 
developed a unique system to meet 
their individual needs. Many states, 
such as New Jersey, have focused on 
serving uninsured and underprivileged 
populations. Clearly improvements can 
be made to increase the efficiency and 
effectiveness of organ donation nation-
wide. The legislation will ensure Con-
gress has ample time to consider these 
important issues prior to allowing the 
implementation of far-reaching regula-
tions that will revamp the system.

f 

FOREST FIRES IN EASTERN 
MONTANA

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, when a 
hurricane engulfs the Eastern seaboard 
or an earthquake shatters the lives of 
Californians, we reach out with com-
passion to those people who are af-
fected. America’s hearts and minds al-
ways turn to those who are adversely 
impacted by these events. 

I bring to your attention a dev-
astating natural disaster that recently 
struck the Eastern portion of my home 
State, Montana. On Halloween night, it 
seems as if Mother Nature played a 
frightening trick on many rural Mon-
tanans. A storm below out of the 
Rocky Mountains and onto the plains 
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